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As a consequence of globalization 
and internationalization, intercultural 
competence is becoming increasingly 
important in business (e.g., Johnson 
/ Lenartowicz / Apud 2006, Stehr 
2011), in education (e.g., universities: 
Schumann 2007) as well as in many 
other parts of everyday life (e.g.,  om-
as 2009). For example, the frequent 
implementation of diverse work teams 
and the integration of migrants un-
derline the importance of intercultural 
competences in diﬀ erent work settings 
(Ahrends / Nowitzki 1997). Moreover, 
the growing number of expatriates 
necessitates that organizations actively 
foster their employees’ intercultural 
competences (e.g., Black / Gregersen 
/ Mendenhall 1992, Graf / Harland 
2005). 
Considering the educational context, 
intercultural competences are a topic of 
great importance not only in teaching, 
but also in research, self-administration, 
and university marketing (Weidemann 
/ Straub / Nothnagel 2010). In addi-
tion, intercultural competences play 
an important role in teacher education 
and various other educational settings 
(Cushner / Mahon 2009). Finally, the 
importance of intercultural compe-
tences also increases in private life, for 
example, as a consequence of the rising 
number of intercultural relations and 
marriages (e.g., Crippen / Brew 2007) 
or as a result of a self-perception as an 
immigration society (e.g., Nazarkiewicz 
2016). 
Due to these developments, intercul-
tural encounters are indispensable. 
During such encounters, intercultural 
competences are particularly impor-
tant. Often, intercultural competence 
is deﬁ ned as consisting of relevant at-
titudes (such as respect and openness), 
knowledge and comprehension (such 
as self-awareness and knowledge of spe-
ciﬁ c cultures), and positive internal and 
external outcomes (such as adaptabil-
ity, ﬂ exibility and empathy; Deardorﬀ  
2006). In addition, many authors agree 
on the fact that these competences can 
be taught and trained (e.g.,  omas 
2009). As a consequence, there are 
speciﬁ cally designed trainings for dif-
ferent target groups aiming to increase 
intercultural sensitization and awareness 
to build up intercultural competences 
(Hiller / Vogler-Lipp 2010). Common-
ly, the objective of these trainings is to 
gain an increased awareness for cultural 
inﬂ uences on cognitive, behavioural, 
and aﬀ ective/attitudinal levels. At the 
same time, new sets of behaviour are to 
be learned, such as general behaviour 
to interact in new environments and 
cultures, as well as behaviour designed 
to interact in a speciﬁ c culture (Ehnert 
2004). Overall, the eﬀ ectiveness of such 
trainings, including changes in attitudes 
and behaviours, has to be evaluated 
by adequate instruments in order to 
strengthen research on the evaluation 
of intercultural trainings (e.g., Morris 
/ Robie 2001).  erefore, the current 
paper presents the development of a 
German short scale for measuring inter-
cultural competences. 
While existing scales often apply a large 
number of items and are rather time-
consuming in training or educational 
settings, the short scale presented here 
aims at oﬀ ering a parsimonious set of 
items that serves as an economic instru-
ment applicable to various intercultural 
settings. At the same time, the scale 
addresses important aspects of inter-
cultural competences comprehensively. 
Based on current ﬁ ndings and discus-
sions in the literature on intercultural 
encounters and competences, it in-
cludes both aﬀ ective/attitudinal as well 
as behavioural components. Moreover, 
the cognitive concept of cultural knowl-
edge is included in the scale. Finally, 
we want to show that the integration of 
cultural self-reﬂ exivity has the potential 
to fruitfully inspire the discussion about 
relevant aspects of intercultural compe-
tence.
 e present paper contributes to the 
existing literature and practice in three 
important ways. First, it contributes to 
the clariﬁ cation of intercultural compe-
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tence by empirically deriving relevant 
sub-facets of the construct. Second, 
by providing an instrument that can 
serve as part of an evaluation tool, it 
redounds to research on the eﬀ ective-
ness of intercultural trainings. Finally, 
the presented German short scale of 
intercultural competences oﬀ ers new 
ways for individuals and practitioners 
to measure intercultural competences 
in various settings. In the following, 
we ﬁ rst give a short overview of cur-
rent discussions on intercultural com-
petences. Afterwards, we describe the 
assessment of intercultural competences 
and present existing scales that serve as 
a basis for the development of the Ger-
man short scale.  is is followed by the 
empirical analyses of the survey data.
As one of the ﬁ rst authors, the Ameri-
can social psychologist Gardner deﬁ ned 
the concept of intercultural competence 
in 1962. He publicized the concept of 
“universal communicators”, describing 
individuals provided with special skills 
for intercultural communication.  ose 
Individuals, by his deﬁ nition, are char-
acterized by integrity, special telepathic 
or intuitive skills, stability and extraver-
sion (Gardner 1962). In recent times, 
Stehr (2011) deﬁ ned the term “intercul-
tural” as a result of an interaction with 
members of diﬀ erent cultures compared 
to one’s own culture, including diﬀ erent 
concepts of perception, thinking, feel-
ing, and behaving. Broadly speaking, 
intercultural competence thus includes 
the ability to interact with members of 
diﬀ erent cultures in an eﬀ ective, ap-
propriate and successful way (Deardorﬀ  
2006). However, speciﬁ c deﬁ nitions of 
intercultural competence and its core 
elements diﬀ er enormously (Chiu et al. 
2013). Notably, there is little consensus 
about important conceptual questions, 
namely about the antecedents, core ele-
ments or consequences associated with 
intercultural competence. Regarding 
core elements, scholars additionally dif-
fer in whether they mainly focus on at-
titudes or on cognitive-behavioral eﬀ ec-
tiveness (Fritz / Möllenberg 1999). To 
mention some important deﬁ nitions of 
intercultural competence, Gudykunst 
and Hammer (1983), for example, 
understand intercultural competence 
as positive attitudes towards foreign 
cultures. In contrast, Ruben’s (1976) 
research focuses on behavioral strategies 
useful when interacting with individu-
als from diﬀ erent cultures. In current 
times, Ang et al. (2007) built on this 
behavioral approach and developed 
the cognitive concept of cultural intel-
ligence deﬁ ned as “an individual’s capa-
bility to function and manage eﬀ ective-
ly in culturally diverse settings“(p. 336). 
Following the authors’ argumentation, 
cultural intelligence consists of meta-
cognitive cultural intelligence, cognitive 
cultural intelligence, motivational cul-
tural intelligence, and behavioral cul-
tural intelligence. In another attempt to 
combine the attitudinal and the behav-
ioral perspectives, Chen and Starosta 
(2002) speak of intercultural awareness 
(cognitive), intercultural adroitness (be-
havioral), and intercultural sensitivity 
(aﬀ ective) as core elements of intercul-
tural competence.  eir work is based 
on Bennett’s (1986) developmental 
model of intercultural sensitivity, which 
describes the development from ethno-
centric to ethno-relative perspectives in 
intercultural encounters. In a similar 
vein, in his developmental model of 
intercultural competences, Barmeyer 
(2005) distinguishes between aﬀ ective 
components of intercultural compe-
tences (such as empathy, tolerance or 
ethno-relativism), cognitive aspects of 
intercultural competences (like knowl-
edge about diﬀ erent cultures or cultural 
value dimensions), and behavioral as-
pects.
Given this proliferation of intercul-
tural competence models, Deardorﬀ  
(2006) used an integrative approach 
for building a consensus among diﬀ er-
ent scholars and for identifying core 
elements of intercultural competence. 
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Speciﬁ cally, she used the DELFI 
method and invited several experts to 
share their perspectives on intercultural 
competence in order to ﬁ nd a base for 
mutual agreement. Despite diﬀ erences 
in many speciﬁ c aspects, the experts 
agreed in the deﬁ nition of intercultural 
competence they agreed on was “the 
ability to communicate eﬀ ectively and 
appropriately in intercultural situations 
based on one’s intercultural knowledge, 
skills, and attitudes” (Deardorﬀ  2006: 
247-248). Moreover, Deardorﬀ  (2006) 
developed a pyramid model of inter-
cultural competence consisting of req-
uisite attitudes (e.g., respect, openness, 
curiosity, and discovery), knowledge, 
comprehension, and skills (e.g., cultural 
self-awareness, knowledge of culture, 
culture-speciﬁ c information, socio-
linguistic awareness), desired internal 
outcomes (e.g., adaptability, ﬂ exibility, 
ethno-relative view, and empathy), and 
desired external outcomes (e.g., behav-
ing and communicating eﬀ ectively and 
appropriately). As a minimal agreement 
between diﬀ erent scholars, it is thus 
assumed that intercultural competence 
is composed by cognitive, aﬀ ective/
attitudinal, and behavioral dimensions 
(Deardorﬀ  2006). 
Based on these considerations, we apply 
a broad conceptualization of intercul-
tural competence in the present studies. 
More speciﬁ cally, we take cognitive, 
aﬀ ective/attitudinal, and behavioral 
aspects of intercultural competence into 
account. 
As we outlined above, the measurement 
of intercultural competence plays an 
important role, especially in the context 
of training or teaching evaluation, per-
sonnel selection, or personnel develop-
ment. In their review on instruments 
measuring intercultural competence, 
Matsumoto and Hwang (2013) pres-
ent ten diﬀ erent instruments suitable 
for the assessment of intercultural 
competence. Other authors mention 
even more diﬀ erent instruments (Leung 
/ Ang / Tan 2014). However, several 
scholars question the assessment of 
intercultural competence in general 
(e.g., Bolten 2007). As these scholars 
argue, intercultural competences are 
characterized by the dynamic interplay 
of speciﬁ c competences such as meth-
odological competence, social compe-
tence, self-competence, and professional 
competence in an intercultural context 
(Bolten 2007). Following this line of 
thought, the measurement of intercul-
tural competence is only suitable in a 
dynamic intercultural setting. For this 
reason, Bolten (2007) proposes dy-
namic methods to measure intercultural 
competence such as an intercultural 
assessment center. In a similar vein, 
Harrs and Liebich (2015) present an 
instrument measuring several aspects of 
intercultural competence in the context 
of an assessment center. 
Nevertheless, we believe that in ad-
dition to dynamic assessment instru-
ments, a short survey can serve several 
purposes. In reference to Matsumoto 
and Hwang (2013), the beneﬁ t of scales 
measuring intercultural competence is 
twofold. First, they contribute to the 
clariﬁ cation of the construct by improv-
ing our knowledge of relevant aspects 
of intercultural competence. Second, 
such instruments help practitioners in 
designing eﬀ ective training programs. 
Especially in the area of training evalu-
ation and personnel development, a 
short scale is able to provide a quick 
overview on the competence level of the 
participants. For example, as Krämer 
(2009) points out, the application of 
a short survey measuring intercultural 
competence can serve as a self-assess-
ment and as a sensitization of partici-
pants before starting an intercultural 
training. In addition, when applied 
for a second time after an intercultural 
training course, this instrument has 
the potential to evaluate both the self-
assessment and the potential eﬀ ect of 
the training. 
Consequently, our aim in the present 
studies is the development of a compre-
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hensive, but short scale of intercultural 
competence. As a starting point of our 
analyses, we chose well-established 
scales covering a broad range of central 
aspects of intercultural competence – 
namely cognitive, aﬀ ective/attitudinal, 
and behavioral aspects. 
In the ﬁ rst study, we built on existing 
scales measuring intercultural compe-
tences to establish an item pool suit-
able for a comprehensive assessment of 
intercultural competences in German 
language.  e existing scales were factor 
analyzed and reduced based on empiri-
cal criteria. 
As a basis for the assessment of in-
tercultural competence, the items of 
the following scales served as an item 
pool. First, the “Cultural Intelligence 
Scale“(CQS; Ang et al. 2007) was used, 
which is composed of 20 items. Second, 
the „Intercultural Eﬀ ectiveness Scale“ 
(IES; Portalla / Chen 2010) consist-
ing of 20 items was applied.  ird, the 
„Intercultural Sensitivity Scale“ (ISS; 
Chen / Starosta 2000) was used in the 
German validated version (Fritz / Möl-
lenberg 1999). Initially, this scale con-
sisted of 22 items, of which we omitted 
the item “I believe that my culture is 
better than other cultures.”, because 
we expected response bias in terms of 
a ﬂ oor eﬀ ect. Taken together, the item 
pool consisted of 61 items. We chose a 
simple 4-point response scale ranging 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree 
(1 = ; 2 = ; 3 = 
; 4 = ).
A German convenience sample was ob-
tained via web link through a survey. In 
total, 254 persons agreed to participate, 
and of those, 125 (49.2%) completed 
the questionnaire with less than 10% 
missing values (cf. Hair, 2006).  e 
sample included 82 (65.6%) women 
and 43 (34.4%) men, with a mean age 
of 24.58 (SD=2.89). Concerning sta-
tus groups, 103 (82.4%) persons were 
students, ﬁ ve (4.0%) were apprentices, 
and 17 (13.6%) employees. Of the 
participants, 41 (32.8%) had already 
participated in an intercultural training, 
whereas 83 (66.4%) did not. Around a 
quarter of the participants indicated to 
have no international experience (e.g., 
working or studying abroad; n=31; 
24.8%), whereas international experi-
ences of the others ranged from one to 
three months (n=26; 20.8%) to more 
than 24 months (n=11; 8.8%). 
 e items were factor analyzed using 
the principle axes factor analysis and 
an oblique rotation (PROMAX).  e 
oblique rotation was used as a conse-
quence of correlations found between 
the IES and ISS scale (Chen / Starosta 
2000, Portalla / Chen 2010). Using the 
eigenvalue criterion, initially 17 fac-
tors emerged. Applying Horn’s parallel 
analysis (PA; Horn 1965) by means of 
a SPSS-macro of O´Conner (2000) and 
in conjunction with a scree plot, a four-
factor structure resulted. Within the 
four-factor structure, 24 items exhibited 
loadings that warranted their removal. 
Relevant criteria were factor loadings 
less than .5, cross-loadings greater than 
.3, or factor loadings on a main factor 
less than two times that of other side 
loadings. In addition, two items with a 
low communality (<.3) and ﬁ ve items 
showing insuﬃ  cient item selectivity 
(<.3) were removed. Taken together, 
31 items were removed due to statisti-
cal criteria and consequently, 30 items 
remained. As a result of the removals, 
the ﬁ rst factor consisted of 18 and the 
second factor of three items.  e third 
factor included four and the fourth fac-
tor ﬁ ve items. 
To mitigate the relative dominance 
of the ﬁ rst factor (Bühner 2006), in a 
second step, two successive principal 
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component analyses were conducted 
only with the items of the ﬁ rst factor. 
During the ﬁ rst analysis, six items with 
factor loadings less than .6 were exclu-
ded.  e remaining twelve items were 
used as a basis for the second analysis. 
During the second analysis, an even 
stricter criterion was applied so that 
items with smaller factor loadings than 
.7 were removed.  is procedure result-
ed in six items on the ﬁ rst factor with 
factor loadings between .71 and .79. 
 at means a total of twelve items were 
excluded following statistical criteria. 
As a positive side eﬀ ect, a more concise 
factor in terms of item content resulted. 
In particular, items with potential over-
lap with behavioral ﬂ exibility were no 
longer applied. 
In a third step, a conﬁ rmatory fac-
tor analysis with all four factors was 
calculated.  ree ﬁ t indicators showed 
good ﬁ t (2/df ratio=1.14; cf. Tabach-
nick / Fidell 2007, Arbuckle 1997; 
RMSEA=.058; cf. Browne / Cudeck 
1992 and CFI=.917; cf. Diefendorﬀ  / 
Silverman / Greguras 2005, Vanden-
berg / Charles 2000). But, due to low 
factor loadings (< .5), two items were 
removed. 
For the new model, all factor loadings 
were higher than .5 and all three ﬁ t 
indicators showed good ﬁ t (2/df ra-
tio=1.46; CFI= .926; RMSEA= .061). 
 e remaining 16 items were factor 
analyzed again and the four factors 
accounted for 60.4% of the variance. 
 e ﬁ rst factor consisted of six items 
explaining 30.2% variance.  e second 
factor with four items explained 12.4%. 
 e third and the last factor both with 
three items explained 10.2% and 7.5%. 
Table 1 displays item wordings, factor 
loadings, and coeﬃ  cient alphas of the 
ﬁ rst study. Although the internal consis-
tency of one factor (behavioral ﬂ exibil-
ity) did not meet the suggested standard 
of .70 (Nunnally 1978), we included 
it in further analysis because of the 
exploratory nature of the scale. Table 2 
shows the descriptives and correlations 
of the latent variables as well as the cor-
relations between the latent variables 
and relevant demographic data.
As Table 1 reveals, a four-factor struc-
ture resulted from our analysis.  e ﬁ rst 
factor was labeled “cultural openness”. 
 is factor includes items of all three 
scales, wherein the scales „Intercultural 
Sensitivity“ (Chen / Starosta 2000) and 
„Intercultural Eﬀ ectiveness“ (Portalla / 
Chen 2010) are most dominant adding 
both three items to the factor.  is fac-
tor evaluates the openness of a person 
for intercultural interaction. For ex-
ample, it includes items such as “I enjoy 
interacting with people from other 
cultures” or “I ﬁ nd it easy to get along 
with people from other cultures”. 
A second factor including the cognitive 
sub-facet of intercultural competences 
resulted.  is factor includes items such 
as „I know cultural values and religious 
beliefs of other cultures“.  is factor 
comprises items from the “Cultural In-
telligence Scale“ (Ang et al. 2007) and 
assesses knowledge about other cultures. 
As a consequence, it was labeled “cul-
tural knowledge”. 
 e third factor was labeled “respect 
for cultural diﬀ erences” including items 
such as “I respect the way people from 
other cultures behave”. It only com-
prises items from the „Intercultural 
Sensitivity Scale“(Chen / Starosta 2000) 
and assesses the extent to which an 
individual respects thoughts and behav-
iors of people from a diﬀ erent culture. 
Finally, as a fourth factor, items cover-
ing behavioral aspects of intercultural 
competences resulted.  erefore, the 
third factor was labeled “behavioral 
ﬂ exibility”. It includes items such as “I 
watch carefully when I interact with 
people from other cultures”.  is fac-
tor is mainly composed by items of the 
“Cultural Intelligence Scale“(Ang et al. 
2007) and of the “Intercultural Sensi-
tivity” scale (Chen / Starosta 2000). 
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In contrast to existing scales, respect 
for cultural diﬀ erences and openness 
resulted as two independent factors in 
the present study whereas other authors 
conceptualize them as two sub-facets 
of the aﬀ ective dimension of intercul-
tural competence (e.g., Chen / Starosta 
2000). Deardorﬀ  (2006) concludes 
that respect for cultural diﬀ erences and 
openness are a basis for other aspects of 
intercultural competence and are thus 
indispensable for the successful inter-
action with members from diﬀ erent 
cultures.
Taken together, the resulting factors 
support previous ﬁ ndings and cover 
relevant aspects of intercultural com-
petence. In line with previous research, 
we found a cognitive dimension of 
intercultural competence (“cultural 
knowledge”), a behavioral dimension 
(“behavioral ﬂ exibility”), and two aﬀ ec-
tive/attitudinal dimensions (“openness” 
and “respect”). 
Regarding the correlations between 
the latent variables and relevant de-
mographic data, weak but signiﬁ cant 
correlations resulted between the par-
ticipation in an intercultural training 
and behavioral ﬂ exibility as well as 
cultural knowledge.  is means that 
the participation in an intercultural 
training program is primarily associated 
with behavioral and cognitive aspects 
of intercultural competence. Moreover, 
international experience showed a sig-
niﬁ cant but weak correlation with cul-
tural openness. Consequently, staying 
abroad is primarily related to aﬀ ective/
attitudinal dimensions of intercultural 
competence. With reference to Allport’s 
(1958) “intergroup contact hypothesis”, 
this may be explained by increased con-
tact with people from diﬀ erent cultural 
backgrounds (cf. Nesdale / Todd 2000). 
Although the results of the ﬁ rst study 
present a promising step towards the 
comprehensive measurement of inter-
cultural competence, limitations have 
to be noted. First, the results are based 
on a small sample which makes a repli-
cation in a larger sample necessary. Sec-
ond, on a conceptual level, additional 
aspects should be integrated in order to 
cover an even broader picture of inter-
cultural competence. 
For example, several authors underline 
the importance of cultural self-reﬂ ex-
ivity as a central aspect of intercultural 
competence (e.g., Auernheimer 2002, 
Barmeyer 2005). More precisely, Auern-
heimer (2002) speaks of cultural self-
reﬂ exivity as one of the most important 
steps towards intercultural learning. 
In addition, Barmeyer (2005) refers 
to self-reﬂ exivity as one important af-
fective component that enables the 
development of cognitive or behavioral 
facets of intercultural competence. In 
reference to Auernheimer (2002), cul-
tural self-reﬂ exivity includes the ability 
to reﬂ ect on what an individual knows 
about one’s culture but also about what 
he or she does not know about culture 
and its implications. In a similar vein, 
Rohr (2002) focuses on self-reﬂ exivity 
as the ability to reﬂ ect on the inﬂ uence 
of culture in intercultural communica-
tion or in conﬂ ict situations. 
Encounters between people from diﬀ er-
ent cultures may result in experiences 
of diﬀ erence because of diﬀ erences in 
acquired knowledge bases, action rou-
tines, and expectations (von Helmholt 
2016). Consequently, understanding 
intercultural encounters requires a re-
ﬂ ection on how the individual contrib-
utes and experiences cultural diﬀ erence 
(von Helmholt 2016). Besides further 
diﬀ erences of inequality and potential 
power constellations (cf. Nazarkiewicz 
2016), intercultural diﬀ erences are only 
one of many possible interpretative 
perspectives on the interaction (cf. von 
Helmholt 2016).  us, cultural self-
reﬂ exivity can be understood as a ﬁ rst 
step towards cultural reﬂ exivity.
By referring to Holzbrecher (1997), 
self-reﬂ exivity, as deﬁ ned by Auern-
heimer (2002), might be considered as 
a cognitive facet of intercultural compe-
tence, whereas it is categorized as an af-
fective component by Barmeyer (2005). 
Furthermore, based on Triandis (1977) 
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and Bolten (2007), self-reﬂ exivity can 
also be interpreted as a speciﬁ c aspect of 
cultural awareness, namely cultural self-
awareness. Cultural awareness, in turn, 
is categorized as an aﬀ ective component 
as well (Barmeyer, 2005). Following 
Barmeyer’s assumption (2005) that 
self-reﬂ exivity is a prerequisite for other 
components of intercultural compe-
tence, self-reﬂ exivity might be assumed 
to be an additional important attitude 
in the pyramid model of intercultural 
competence (Deardorﬀ  2006). Despite 
its importance, the concept of inter-
cultural self-reﬂ exivity has not yet been 
integrated in instruments measuring 
intercultural competence. In order to 
broaden the perspective on intercultural 
competence, we thus included items 
measuring intercultural self-reﬂ exivity 
in our second study. 
In addition, we also reframed the items 
assessing intercultural openness so that 
they capture both passive and active 
aspects of openness. According to Red-
ding (1972) communication openness 
includes both message receiving and 
message sending behaviors (Rogers 
1987). In the context of intercultural 
competences, the passive dimension 
refers to openness towards people 
from other cultures.  is includes, for 
example, being prone to understand 
new ideas and not to defend oneself 
from people with another cultural 
background (cf. e.g., the deﬁ nition of 
openness by Davis / Cho 2005).  e 
dimension comprises items such as “It 
is easy for me to listen and observe in 
a foreign context” and “I am generally 
open when I have contact to people 
from other cultures”. In contrast, the 
active dimension corresponds to self-
disclosure, indicating whether one is in-
clined to reveal own thoughts, feelings, 
or past experiences to another person 
from another cultural background (cf. 
Collins / Miller 1994; Derlaga 2013). 
 is dimension of openness includes 
items such as “I like answering ques-
tions from people from other cultures”. 
Self-disclosure plays an important role 
in intercultural trainings (Gudykunst 
/ Hammer 1983), which points to the 
relevance of self-disclosure in intercul-
tural encounters.
Based on the ﬁ ndings of the ﬁ rst study, 
we conducted a second study further re-
ﬁ ning the resulting instrument. In this 
study, we went beyond existing items 
from established scales and included ad-
ditional items based on the conceptual 
argumentation above.  us, compared 
to the ﬁ rst study, two major changes 
were applied. First, the aﬀ ective/attitu-
dinal dimension of intercultural com-
petence was extended by cultural self-
reﬂ exivity. Second, as described above, 
we included additional items capturing 
diﬀ erent facets of cultural openness, 
namely an active component in the 
sense of self-disclosure. 
Based on the structure of the ﬁ rst study, 
we complemented the scale with ﬁ ve 
items capturing cultural self-reﬂ exivity. 
Because of the reduced length of two 
factors, we added one item to the fac-
tor “respect for cultural diﬀ erences” 
and two items to the factor “behavioral 
ﬂ exibility”. Furthermore, we also added 
a summary item for each factor, start-
ing with sentence fragments like “in 
general” or “taken together” (cf. Mac-
Rae 1956). In addition, we changed 
the response format by using a more 
unipolar scale.  is was done because 
an unipolar scale oﬀ ers the possibility 
to capture diﬀ erences in a more detailed 
way. As a result, participants expressed 
their level of agreement using a 5-point 
scale ranging from “strongly agree” to 
“disagree” (1 = ; 2 = 
; 3 =  a ; 4 = 
; 5 = ).
On item level, only minor changes were 
undertaken. For example, we slightly 
changed the wording to modify item 
diﬃ  culty. In addition, we included 
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examples in brackets and coded all 
items positively in order to facilitate 
the cognitive processing of the content 
(Lietz 2010). With regard to the factor 
“cultural knowledge” we reformulated 
the items focusing more on knowl-
edge acquisition instead of conceptual 
knowledge. In addition, quite speciﬁ c 
topics (marriage tradition & crafts) 
were converted into more general areas 
(e.g., politics, history and society as well 
as literature, art, music). 
A German convenience sample was ob-
tained via web link through a survey. In 
total, 345 persons agreed to participate, 
and of those, 240 (69.6%) completed 
the questionnaire with less than 10% 
missing values (cf. Hair, 2006).  e 
sample included 189 (78.8%) women 
and 50 (20.8%) men.  e mean 
age in the second sample was 29.80 
(SD=9.43). Concerning nationality, 
223 persons (92.9%) had German citi-
zenship, 15 persons (6.3%) indicated to 
have an EU citizenship and 15 persons 
(6.3%) stated to have a non-EU citizen-
ship. Because of dual nationality, the to-
tal number surmounts 100%. For 221 
(92.1%) participants, German was their 
mother tongue whereas 17 (7.1%) were 
not native speakers.  e sample consist-
ed of ﬁ ve (2.1%) pupils, 116 (48.3%) 
students, four apprentices (1.7%) and 
117 (48.8%) employees. Again, the 
ﬁ gures did not subsume to 100% be-
cause of the possibility of belonging to 
several groups simultaneously. In this 
sample, most people indicated to have 
previous academic or job-related inter-
national experiences (n= 184; 76.7%), 
with the duration ranging from less 
than three month (n=44; 18.3%) to 
more than 24 months (n=18; 7.5%). 
 e most often stated duration of inter-
national experiences was six to twelve 
months with 27.9% (n=67) indicating 
this timeframe. Of the participants, 
49.6% (n=119) stated that they had 
contact with people from other cultures 
very often (almost daily), 20% (n=48) 
frequently (at least once a week), 25% 
(n=60) occasionally (at least once a 
month), and 5% (n=12) seldom (one or 
two times a year). In addition, 81 per-
sons (33.8%) had already participated 
in an intercultural training, whereas 
158 (65.8%) did not. 
 e 32 items were factor analyzed us-
ing the principle axes factor analysis 
and an oblique rotation (PROMAX). 
 e oblique rotation was used as a 
consequence of the suspected correla-
tion between individual components of 
intercultural competence (Leung et al. 
2014). All criteria for factor extraction 
(eigenvalue criterion, Horn’s parallel 
analysis, scree plot), indicated a six-
factor structure. Six items exhibited 
loadings that warranted their removal, 
which meant factor loading less than 
.5 and cross-loading greater than .3. 
All items performed well in terms of 
communality and item selectivity. As 
a result of the item deletion, the ﬁ rst 
factor consisted of seven items, the sec-
ond and the ﬁ fth factor included ﬁ ve 
items, and the fourth and sixth factor 
are made up of four items.  e last fac-
tor consisted only of one item. For that 
reason, the remaining 26 items were 
factor analyzed again and ﬁ ve factors 
emerged. Once again, two items had to 
be excluded because of low factor load-
ings and high cross-loadings. 
In a second step, the remaining 24 
items were factor analyzed using con-
ﬁ rmatory factor analysis. Results indi-
cated an acceptable (2/df ratio=2.09; 
cf. Tabachnick / Fidell 2007, Arbuckle 
1997) to good ﬁ t (CFI=.909; Diefen-
dorﬀ  et al. 2005, Vandenbergh / Lance 
2000; RMSEA=.068; MacCallum / 
Browne / Sugawara 1996).  e 24 
items explained 65.7% of the variance. 
 e ﬁ rst factor consisted of six items ex-
plaining 34.7%.  e second and third 
factor both with ﬁ ve items explained 
9.7% and 7.8%.  e last two factors 
consisted of four items accounting for 
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7.2% and 6.4%. 
Table 3 shows the resulting factors of 
the second study (item wordings, fac-
tor loadings, and coeﬃ  cient alphas). 
Table 4 shows the descriptives of and 
correlations among the latent variables. 
Furthermore, the correlations between 
the latent variables and relevant demo-
graphic data are depicted.
In the second study, we further reﬁ ned 
the items measuring the four factors 
of intercultural competence obtained 
in study 1. In addition, we introduced 
new items measuring cultural self-
reﬂ exivity. As Table 3 shows, all items 
load on the respective factor and the 
overall model shows an acceptable to 
good ﬁ t to the data. Just as in study 
1, the ﬁ rst factor, cultural openness, 
evaluates the openness and readiness of 
a person for intercultural interaction. 
 is factor mainly comprises items 
that tap the aspect of intercultural 
self-disclosure, which conﬁ rms the rel-
evance of self-disclosure in intercultural 
encounters (e.g., Gudykunst / Hammer 
1983). Moreover, respect for cultural 
diﬀ erences was replicated as another 
aﬀ ective/attitudinal facet of intercul-
tural competence (Factor 4). Equally to 
study 1, a factor capturing intercultural 
knowledge (Factor 2) and a factor mea-
suring behavioral ﬂ exibility (Factor 5) 
were replicated. In addition, a factor 
measuring cultural self-reﬂ exivity (Fac-
tor 3) was obtained in the second study. 
 is factor includes items such as “I am 
aware of cultural inﬂ uences on my be-
havior” or “I give attention to my own 
culture”. 
As self-reﬂ exivity is seen as a cognitive 
component by some researchers (e.g., 
Holzbrecher 1997) and as an aﬀ ective 
component by others (e.g., Barmeyer 
2005), the interrelations of the indi-
vidual factors have to be taken into ac-
count. Looking at the intercorrelations 
of factors (see Table 4) self-reﬂ exivity 
is highly signiﬁ cantly and in a similar 
strength interrelated with all other 
facets of intercultural competence as-
sessed in this study.  us, results might 
be understood as a conﬁ rmation of 
Barmeyer’s assumption (2005) that 
self-reﬂ exivity is an aﬀ ective/attitudinal 
component of intercultural competence 
enabling other components of intercul-
tural competence. Nevertheless, future 
research is needed that further analyzes 
its interplay with other dimensions of 
intercultural competence. 
Similar to study 1, correlations were 
calculated for the diﬀ erent aspects of 
intercultural competence and relevant 
demographic data. As the results show, 
cultural openness, cultural knowledge, 
and behavioral ﬂ exibility showed weak, 
but highly signiﬁ cant correlations with 
international experience as well as with 
its duration (cf. Behrnd / Porzelt 2012), 
with participation in an intercultural 
training (cf. Zakaria 2000), and with 
contact with people from other cultures 
(cf. e.g., Nesdale / Todd 2000). More-
over, cultural self-reﬂ exivity showed a 
weak, but highly signiﬁ cant correlation 
with contact with people from other 
cultures (cf. Nazarkiewicz 2016) and a 
weak, but signiﬁ cant correlation with 
participation in an intercultural train-
ing (cf. Gannon / Poon 1997 for the 
eﬀ ects of intercultural trainings on 
cultural awareness).  is means that the 
newly introduced facet of intercultural 
competence is primarily associated with 
contact to people from other cultures 
as well as with the participation in an 
intercultural training. Interestingly, 
respect for cultural diﬀ erences showed 
no signiﬁ cant correlation with relevant 
demographic data. 
Some important limitations of the sec-
ond study have to be noted. First, the 
dimensions of intercultural competence 
obtained in the second study were not 
normally distributed which limits their 
use in research and practice. Moreover, 
the ﬁ t indices for the described model 
only show an acceptable ﬁ t to the data. 
 us, future research is needed to fur-
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ther reﬁ ne the item structure in order to 
obtain a good model ﬁ t. 
Intercultural competences are particu-
larly important in various settings (e.g., 
Stehr 2011, Schumann 2007, Cushner 
/ Mahon 2009). Because they can be 
taught and trained (e.g.,  omas 2009), 
there is a huge amount of trainings fos-
tering intercultural competences (Hiller 
/ Vogler-Lipp 2010).  e eﬀ ectiveness 
of such trainings has to be evaluated by 
adequate instruments (e.g., Morris / Ro-
bie 2001). However, existing scales often 
apply a large number of items or refer 
to speciﬁ c facets of intercultural com-
petence. Consequently, the purpose of 
these studies was to develop a short, but 
comprehensive scale measuring intercul-
tural competence in German language. 
Hence, it includes aﬀ ective/attitudinal, 
behavioral and cognitive components. 
Results of our ﬁ rst study revealed a 
four-factor structure with the four fac-
tors labeled as follows: Intercultural 
openness (aﬀ ective/attitudinal), behav-
ioral ﬂ exibility (behavioral), respect for 
other cultures (aﬀ ective/attitudinal), 
and intercultural knowledge (cogni-
tive).  us, the new instrument covers 
a broad range by tapping the important 
facets of intercultural competence, 
namely aﬀ ective/attitudinal, behavioral, 
and cognitive components (e.g., Chen / 
Starosta 2002, Deardorﬀ  2006). 
 e items obtained in the second study 
provide a reﬁ ned version measuring the 
four dimensions described in the ﬁ rst 
study. Especially, intercultural openness 
was more clearly deﬁ ned as an active 
intercultural self-disclosure (cf. Gu-
dykunst / Hammer 1983).  e focus 
on self-disclosure, in turn, substantiates 
the dissociation between the two aﬀ ec-
tive dimensions of openness and respect 
for cultural diﬀ erences (e.g., Chen / 
Starosta 2000). While self-disclosure 
can be seen as a component of intercul-
tural competence which is in between 
the behavioral and the aﬀ ective dimen-
sion, respect for cultural diﬀ erences can 
be clearly understood as an attitudinal/
aﬀ ective aspect (cf. Barmeyer 2005, 
Deardorﬀ  2006). 
In addition to these factors, the second 
study incorporated cultural self-reﬂ exiv-
ity as one important step towards inter-
cultural learning (Auernheimer 2002). 
Cultural self-reﬂ exivity might be con-
sidered as another aﬀ ective/attitudinal 
component of intercultural competence 
(e.g., Barmeyer 2005).  e items mea-
suring cultural self-reﬂ exivity showed 
good psychometric qualities. 
Overall, the actual studies present a 
reliable measure for the assessment of 
intercultural competence that can be 
applied in various settings.  is is im-
portant because an instrument assessing 
intercultural competence contributes to 
the clariﬁ cation of the construct as well 
as to the evaluation and improvement 
of training courses in practice (Mat-
sumoto / Hwang 2013). In addition, 
the new scale includes cultural self-
reﬂ exivity which was often neglected 
in previous research. From a practical 
perspective, the results suggest adding 
possible instruments measuring inter-
cultural competence to the ﬁ eld of hu-
man resources development (e.g., Bird 
/ Mendenhall / Stevens / Oddou 2010, 
Graf / Harland 2005) and the resulting 
scale might serve this purpose. It can be 
used for the evaluation of intercultural 
training courses as well as in personnel 
selection, personnel development and 
for the sensitization of individuals for 
intercultural subjects. Especially, as it 
comprises cognitive, aﬀ ective/attitudi-
nal, and behavioral facets of intercultur-
al competence, it can be used to iden-
tify individual strengths and weaknesses 
in these speciﬁ c components. 
As in all research, limitations of these 
studies have to be noted. Speciﬁ cally, 
the scale was exclusively in German lan-
guage which reduces its appropriateness 
in other contexts. Building on the pres-
ent ﬁ ndings, future research is needed 
exploring the qualities of the new scale 
in an applied setting. Furthermore, the 
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scale should be tested in other samples 
and in combination with other relevant 
outcome variables. Additionally, in 
order to cover both static and dynamic 
elements of intercultural competence, 
the scale should be combined with oth-
er methods such as critical incidents or 
role plays within an intercultural assess-
ment center. Moreover, as Fink (2003) 
points out, intercultural competence 
should always be regarded in its con-
text, also taking situational factors into 
account. Consequently, future research 
should specify relevant context factors 
and try to incorporate them in the as-
sessment of intercultural competences. 
Moreover, the present studies were 
administered cross-sectional, whereas 
a longitudinal design would be helpful 
to test for applicability of the scale as a 
change measurement.  at is, intercul-
tural competences should be assessed 
over time in order to identify potential 
changes and learning eﬀ ects. With re-
spect to Gertsen (1990) intercultural 
competence can be modelled by so 
called structural models and by process 
models. Structural models divide inter-
cultural competence in aﬀ ective/attitu-
dinal, cognitive and behavioral aspects. 
 e present scale replicates this idea, as 
it consists of aﬀ ective/attitudinal com-
ponents (cultural openness, respect for 
cultural diﬀ erences, and self-reﬂ exivity), 
cognitive components (intercultural 
knowledge), and behavioral compo-
nents (behavioral ﬂ exibility). However, 
other approaches understand intercul-
tural competence as a process (e.g., Bol-
ten 2007). Further research is needed 
clarifying the relation of structural 
models and process models and inte-
grating both in a fruitful way. Another 
limitation is the fact that the survey 
results only show a subjective perspec-
tive. It does not include information 
about how competent the behavior of 
the evaluated person is perceived by his 
or her intercultural interaction partners. 
Hence, it is necessary to evaluate not 
only the self-perception of competence 
but also how this perception correlates 
with an external perspective. Research 
investigating such correlations might 
add important knowledge on the re-
lationship between self-awareness and 
awareness of others. In addition, self-
report measures are always vulnerable 
to social desirable answering. Future 
research should thus include adequate 
measures to control for eﬀ ects of social 
desirability. 
Finally, as Fink (2003) underlines, 
behavior in intercultural situations is 
always dependent on individual values. 
For example, based on their individual 
value orientation, individuals might 
diﬀ er in their willingness to accept 
cultural diﬀ erences or to show certain 
behavior.  us, we suggest taking in-
dividual values into account in future 
research. Furthermore, as Bolten (2007) 
emphasizes, creating “the ideal” model 
of measuring intercultural competence 
appears to be hardly possible as the 
construct of intercultural competence 
itself is highly culturally speciﬁ c.  ere-
fore, it is important to always reﬂ ect on 
cultural inﬂ uences when assessing inter-
cultural competences and its diﬀ erent 
dimensions. Taken together, we hope 
that the new short scale inspires future 
research in identifying relevant aspects 
of intercultural competence and serves 
as a useful tool in assessing intercultural 
competence in practice. 
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